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THE NATURE THEISTIC APOLOGETICS 
Arthur Holmes, Wheaton College 


The resurgence evangelical scholarship recent years has been marked, 
one would expect, resurgence literature and interest theistic apolo- 
getics. Those works which, from the philosophical viewpoint, may regarded 
significant, have adopted certain distinctive methodologies. Consciously uncon- 
sciously they have elected procedures which imply certain views the nature 
theistic apologetics. This paper essay this area prolegomena. Its purpose 
point the way methodology which, believed, both more consistent 
and more acceptable than certain others which are the market. The basic thesis 
the truism that philosophical apologetics must understood and pursued with 
reference the intent the term “philosophical.” 


the risk being mistaken for Kantian, derive our framework 
reference from the prefaces the Both there and else- 
where Immanuel Kant distinguishes three types philosophy. The first dog- 
matism, “the presumption that possible advance metaphysics without 
previous criticism,” and which regards “the true source the unbelief 
which militates against Kant has mind, course, the optimistic specu- 
lations the German Enlightenment descended from Liebniz and Wolf. The second 
scepticism, intellectual nomadism, whose advocates “hate permanent habita- 
tion and settled mode living, attacked from time time those who had organized 
themselves into civil communities.”? Here obviously thinks the Hume who 
awoke him from his own “dogmatic” slumbers. The third type philosophy his 
own, criticism, that scrutiny man’s rational abilities which constitutes the neces- 
sary prolegomena any future metaphysics. 


Nearly one hundred eighty years have elapsed since this framework was in- 
troduced. Let therefore attempt bring date and adjust our present 
purposes. “Dogmatism” will used denote not just the wholly uncritical but 
also those rationalistic bent who profess attain logically absolute certainty. 
this tradition stands Descartes with his geometrical method and the boast that 

There nothing far removed from beyond our reach, 

hidden that cannot discover provided only abstain from accepting the 

false for the true, and always preserve our thoughts the order necessary for 

the deduction one truth for 
the tradition that grew from the Thomistic disjunction philosophy and 
theology, and which consequently aided the rise rational theology and deism 
the eighteenth century. reflects the mechanist outlook nature and the ration- 
alistic assumptions the Scholastic tradition. 


The verdict both history and epistemology is, seems me, against dog- 
matism. The relativity human knowledge, the eclipse pure rationalisms, and 
the distinction between logical certainty and psychological certitude have become 
philosophical commonplace. Dogmatism regarded passé. Whether not 
may rejected with dogmatism equal its own, there least every reason 
for serious hesitation. 


“Scepticism” has long history. From Pyrrho Montaigne, from Hume 
modern positivism, has assumed the equipollence all rational arguments and 
argued that the relativity knowledge amounts the impossibility knowledge. 
has left man existential predicaments, devoid logical certainty, and without 
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rational justification for heeding his psychological certitudes. sees great gulf 
fixed” between knowledge and life. this spirit that Hume usually under. 
stood when advises, philosopher: but amidst all your philosophy, 
For metaphysics operates detachment from life, rather than stemming 
from our involvements therein. 


“Criticism” the category that needs most adaptation. The term now em. 


ployed much broader sense than Kant. Broad contrasts criticism with 
speculation, using these two terms denote respectively the analytic and synthetic 
functions this category shall therefore embrace not only the 
Kantian scrutiny man’s rational capacity, but also the contemporary schools 
philosophical analysis stemming from men like Moore and Wittgenstein, and com. 
ing its latest vintage the Oxford Ordinary Language movement. general this 
tradition asks questions about our knowledge claims: their possibility, their mean- 
ing and implications, and the logic and language which are expressed. 
certain forms, criticism both anti-metaphysical and sceptical; but its “better” 
forms, does not rule out metaphysical system building, but, with Kant, regards 
criticism analysis the necessary propaedeutic thereto. The nineteenth century 
quest for Weltanschauung developed naturally from the work philosophic 
criticism. today: the quest for twentieth century Weltanschauung must develop 
from the work philosophic analysis. 

This historical excursion has been necessary because are enquiring into 
the intent the term “philosophical” used connection with apologetics. And 
the simple fact that such connections appears used all three senses. 
Just philosophies may classified under dogmatism, scepticism and criticism, 
may apologetics. 

Philosophical dogmatism apologetics flourished during the Renaissance and 
Enlightenment, did dogmatism philosophy per se. Christians who understood 
the nature philosophy the Cartesian sense proceeded much did Descartes. 
Optimistically they sought develop linear arguments that could end with tri- 
umphant “Q.E.D.” This attitude most often persists today popular rather than 
technically theological circles. The traditional theistic arguments are brandished 
the weapon that will annihilate all opposition. The existence God proven 
Q.E.D. There is, however, the occasional evangelical scholar with thorough philo- 
sophical preparation who takes dogmatist position apologetics. his recent 
book, THE RESURRECTION Stuart Hackett insists that rational ob- 
jectivity actually possible. develops Kantian-style epistemology, adds the 
preformation theory which Kant rejected, and concludes with rationalistic optimism 
comparable that Descartes himself. setting disjunctive syllogisms 
progressively eliminates self-contradictory every alternative other than theism 
itself. This position itself proven the empirical arguments, whose relevance 
the noumenal world guaranteed the preformation theory previously adopted. 

Hackett, course, could argue that critical philosopher, and not 
dogmatist. writes, “The knowledge knowledge basic, finally, the knowledge 
shall not argue this point. But that seeks rationalistic cer- 
tainty and regards many metaphysical conclusions demonstrative, plainly 
dogmatist well. His avowed purpose show that “insofar they [men] 
are rational, the theistic explanation reality the only one which can logicially 
accepted and believed reasoning mind Men reject the theistic argu- 
ments, not because they cannot follow them their logically necessary conclusions, 
but because they refuse accept these conclusions. 


Now if, have suggested, rationalistic dogmatism the product past 
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lessons history, then the conclusion follows that this method unfortunate 
choice for use theistic apologetics because manifests unsatisfactory under- 
standing the term “philosophical.” 


Historically speaking, philosophical scepticism has been favorite method 
with apologists who reacted, and understandably so, against the extreme dogmatists. 
Tertullian, fearing the inroads into Christianity Platonic and Gnostic rationalism, 
cried credo quia absurdum est. Blaise Pascal, repulsed Descartes’ rationalistic 
optimism, allowed himself convinced Montaigne that the Greek sceptics were 
correct and that rational metaphysical arguments are all equipollent. therefore 
reduced faith what becomes, from the dogmatist viewpoint, irrational wager. 
not all surprising that Edgar Sheffield Brightman should complain 
follows: 

Pascal’s passionate cry that “the heart has reasons which the head does 
not know,” taken literally, demand for dual personality and for contra- 
dictory “truth.”9 
The same “Christian scepticism” found Sir William Hamilton, Soren Kierke- 
gaard, and because his influence, contemporary existential theology where the 
logical law non-contradiction replaced, for finite movements thought, 
dialectical paradoxes. Brunner’s words are typical: “The hallmark inconsistency 
clings all genuine pronouncements 


Unfortunately the “sceptical method” not confined the neo-orthodox camp. 
The existentialist influence has pervaded evangelical thought, and with has arisen 
evangelical apologetics type what Kant would call “philosophical scepticism.” 
one example, let cite Edward Carnell his 
this observer, this book manifests significant departure from the so-called “Christian 
rationalism” his INTRODUCTION CHRISTIAN APOLOGETICS, departure favor 
“Christian existentialism” which explicates the meaning man’s moral pre- 
dicament rather than seeking common rational ground with the non-Christian. Car- 
nell explicitly rejects the “classical” approach those who treat man the 
abstract; repudiates the apologetic that denies the possibility any truth out- 
side Christianity, well that which appeals “evidences that are accessible 
human speaks instead third kind knowledge, distinct 
from both the empirical and the rational, knowledge moral self-acceptance, and 
bases his new apologetic the Kierkegaardian notion third locus truth, 
previously explored Chapter THE CHRISTIAN RELIGION. 
This third locus “truth the heart;” appears misnomer, pseudonym 
for that holiness without which man shall see God. For the purposes apolo- 
getics “truth the heart” displaces “truth the head.” This simply Pascal re- 
worded. assumes that metaphysical arguments are irrelevant theistic apologetics. 
This “sceptical” view philosophy indeed precarious position for one take 
who wishes maintain that the Christian’s knowledge God both cognitive and 
logically true. 

will well, here, make three qualifications. First, Carnell does not state 
sceptical conclusions bluntly Pascal, Hamilton Kierkegaard. Rather 
implies them eclipsing the rational approach. Nor does violate the logical law 
contradiction; but neither did Pascal. Second, could said that re- 
orienting Kant’s moral argument for the existence God. This quite apparent. 
But doing existentialist setting emphasizing the individual man 
rather than the abstract universal. must remembered also that Kant himself 
regarded the efforts rational metaphysics quite futile. The ding-fiir-mich 
obscured his ding-an-sich that, apart from the demands practical reason, could 
could not help but sceptic the nature reality. Third, these criticisms 
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must not interpreted implying that existentialism has contributed genuine 
insights Christian thought. They are intended rather guard against blanket 
acceptance either rationalism existentialism, dogmatism scepticism. 
not case either conclusive proof rational bases all, 
nothing. Philosophy not that easy. involves the unremitting task ardous 
painstaking analysis concepts and beliefs, expressions and argu- 
ments. The degree thoroughness with which analytic philosophy thus pursued 
will the degree logical conclusiveness—or, you prefer, the degree 
may ascribed any position order justify qualify 
the certituces feel. 


This the third type apologetic, corresponding the critical 
cept philosophy, and asserting neither that reason can prove conclusively the 
existence God, nor that reason can say nothing all persuasive the subject. 
Many apologists fit this category, who insist that our thinking must 
terminate public evidence and yet admit that the evidence affords only high de- 
grees Here would classify writers such Robert Flint and some 
extent Parker Bowne, well some our own contemporaries. Their 
starting the world common experience and the common beliefs men. 
Some, Charles Hodge, may seem too far their almost naive accept- 
ance evident almost everything over which philosophers have dis- 
agreed. their intent plain: appraise the claims knowledge made the 
common experience and beliefs man. they have failed taking too much 
for providing insufficient explication and refinement, not doing enough 
careful philosophical analysis. 


some regards contemporary critical and analytic philosophy attempt 
correct such failings. Scottish common sense realism had the right starting point, 
but took too much for granted. Beginning with what commonly held, one must 
proceed reflective analysis explicate, refine, criticize and systematize. This 
the task persistently investigating each contending idea, the course 
which investigation the relative value each contending idea comes light. The 
quest for meaning must precede the quest for truth. 


way example, let take our starting point the Christians’s belief 
that “men need God.” Assuming for now that the term “men” understood 
denote the total personality rather than the Caresian “ghost machine,” and that 
the term understood terms Christian theism, need analyze this 
belief, explicate and refine its intent ascertain whether merely what 
Hume call customary belief, one that culturally relative, whether the exist- 
ence the Christian God what might call necessary belief: that say, wheth- 
men indeed need God. First, plainly does not mean that God’s existence 
either intuitively evident. Nor does mean just that men need 
accept fact the existence God. “need God”, every Christian knows, in- 
volves far more than this. involves logical, ethical, religious and emotional needs 
Logically. need God order account and consistently for man and 
the universe. This where the traditional theistic evidences come in. Ethically, 
need God order understand man’s moral sentitivities, and order acquire 
that dynamic which lacking. Religiously, need God objective, per- 
sonal Being, whom worship. Emotionally, need One whom rely 
when else gives way. The full explication the meaning and legitimacy 
these needs and the relevance Christian theism thereto the task apologetics. 


this sort approach relevent? First, notice that combines insights from 
the other two traditions apologetics: the dogmatists, who focused attention 
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logical necessities, and the so-called Christian sceptics who focus the other as- 
pects—the more “existential.” Second, should observed that the appeal from 
human needs not new. the Appendix Lecture III his 
Gop AND THE James Orr speaks “God Religious Postulate,” using 
very similar approach. employes similar tactics. Both are some- 
what reminiscent the Kant who regarded God not only the necessary postulate 
the moral life, but also the “transcendental ideal pure reason,” the ideal, 


that say, which human rationality finds necessary though indemonstrable 
postulate. 


One final methodological implication must brought the fore. Apologists 
our third tradition have often employed intuitive test for truth. Ideas that are 
self-evident, clear and distinct, are accepted true. The position advocated 
above repudiates this The fact that ideas are clear, distinct and impressive 
may mean nothing other than that they are meaningful: for clarity, etc., are the cri- 
teria meaning rather than truth. Critical analytic procedures, however, seek 
clarify and distinguish ideas, discern their truth-value. Understanding must 
precede judgment. enables one detect those relations ideas which makes pos- 
sible coherence test for truth, and examine their adequacy accounting for all 
relevant experience. helps one discern the pragmatic value belief and 
employ this further test for truth. this way that the use critical philosophy 
can aid the apologetic task, unfolding all its coherence, adequacy and practical 
relevance the meaning the belief that men need God. 


Much more needs said, and work needs done the logical and 
psychological criteria which “necessary beliefs” may recognized. this re- 
gard help may forthcoming from recent British work the psychology belief, 
which follows the tradition John Henry Newman’s Grammar Assent. More 
needs said, well, about the noetic effect sin and its bearing man’s recog- 
nition his needs. But what has been said intended suggest apologetic that 
neither rationalistically over-optimistic nor sceptically pessimistic, one that seeks 
adapt worthy tradition the current milieu, and bring date the 
light developments the understanding the nature philosophy. 
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ASPECTS THE SOTERIOLOGY KARL BARTH 
Fred Klooster 


The appearance the last two part-volumes Karl Barth’s Kirchliche 
matik has sparked some interesting theological discussions One phase 
this discussion concerns the question basic change Barth’s thought. Some 
think that Barth’s present view the justification and sanctification man involves 
significant change from his earlier emphasis upon the “infinite qualitative 
tion between God and man.” About decade ago John Mackay expressed his 
concern that Barth, out fear subjectivism and mysticism, was producing too 
clusive “theology light” while ignoring “theology life” and Christian experi- 
ence.? And although Mackay not yet entirely satisfied, now writes lyrical 
vein “Barth’s loyalty Christ’s lordship and especially his growing appreciation 
that lordship its implications the subjective realm Christian 
Because the section sanctification volume IV/2, Arthur Cochrane suggests 
that “this latest volume Barth’s Dogmatics should excite the keenest interest among 
his practical-minded, yes, activist readers America.”* 

this connection interesting note that Barth has anticipated measure 
satisfaction with his recent writings the part those whom calls “Pietists 
and ‘Evangelical groups.’ But adds that they will obviously not “entirely sat- 
isfied, for the decisive points tthey cannot fail hear something the rolling 
thunder the 1921 Romans even the more accomodating tones which now 
express the things which particularly affect But what about those who think 
Barth has actually undergone significant change view his recent writing 
the justification and sanctification man? them the following words Barth: 
“But seem hear from one and former friends and fellows the 
question whether the aspect the matter which now the forefront have not 
gone too far what ascribe man, rather like old lion who has finally learned 
eat straw. ... Perspicuous readers will surely notice that there break with the 
basic view which have adopted since parting from Liberalism, but only more 
consistent turn its When one carefully examines the nature 
Barth’s soteriology, think will agree with Barth’s own conviction that there has 
been significant change this matter. need not detained this question 


the moment, although certainly one which will continue receive good deal 
attention the future.’ 


The Place “Soteriology” Barth’s Dogmatics. 


The question may asked whether correct speak “the soteriology 
Karl Barth.” There section Barth’s Dogmatics which bears the heading 
“Soteriology.” And the few places where the word does occur, usually involves 
rejection the traditional significance the ordo salutis the sense 
“the older Protestant dogmatics” which concerns for the most part temporal 
sequence, which the Holy Spirit does His work here and now also 
rejected. When speak the soteriology Karl Barth, therefore, simply 
use common term include those facets Barth’s doctrine reconciliation known 
justification, sanctification, calling, and faith, love, hope, follow Barth’s 
arrangement. 

Soteriology part the comprehensive and complex doctrine reconciliation 
handled volume the Church Dogmatics. The doctrine reconciliation com- 
bines what usually discussed under rubrics Christology, hamartiology, soteri- 
ology and ecclesiology. Soteriology, then, divided into objective soteriology (justi- 
fication, sanctification, calling) and subjective soteriology (faith, love, hope), the 
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two separated from each other the section the Church. Furthermore, 
IV/1 that Barth discusses justification and faith; sanctification and love; and 
the still appear IV/3 that will discuss calling and hope. 


That Barth’s integration soteriology and Christology with hamartiology and 
that one’s view sin also influences one’s ordo salutis. Barth’s position, however, 
involves much more than this simple but significant observation. One might say that 
the whole Barth’s theology comes head the doctrine reconciliation. 
Barth says himself, the theologian here “at this centre all Christian knowledge. 
fail here fail everywhere. the right track here makes impossible 
completely mistaken the imperative, then, take into account 
Barth’s view revelation, God, predestination, creation, man, sin, etc., order 
understand the doctrine reconciliation. the same time important see 
the place and significance the “soteriological” elements within the entire frame- 
work the doctrine reconciliation. fail this will involve misinterpreta- 
tion Barth’s unique position and confuson for the evangelical theologian. 


That Barth’s integration soteriology and Christology with hamartoliogy and 
ecclesiology involves more than dogmatic procedure evident one compares the 
Church Dogmatics with the Systematic Theology Charles Hodge. Hodge Re- 
formed theologian who interestingly brings together one major locus entitled 
“Soteriology” all these significantly matters: the plan salvation (predes- 
the covenant grace, the person and work Christ, the ordo salutis (vo- 
cation, regeneration, faith, justification, sanctification), ethics (exposition 
the Law), and concludes with the means grace (the Word, sacraments, and 


prayer). The amazing difference content should obvious anyone who 
studies Hodge and Barth carefully." 


seems that, the soteriology and Christology, one has 
remarkably clear indication what the “Christocentric” approach Karl Barth in- 
volves. spite the appeal the term, Barth‘s “Christocentric” approach involves 
unique position, remarkably different from historic Reformed theology. The Christ- 
ology which takes the first major section each the parts volume four, 
the crucial section each time. Barth says: “For there—and this true every 
aspect—that the decisions are made. There legitimate way understanding 
the Christian life than that which enter there. see it, the extent 
which have correctly described this that the book 


The main lines Barth’s Christology will indicate its relation his soteriology. 
Barth speaks first Jesus Christ “very God.” This means the “state” humilia- 
tion, the humiliation God, and the priestly office. this Christological aspect 
linked the justification man. Next speaks Jesus Christ “very man.” This 
means the “state” exaltation, i.e., the exaltation man, and the kingly office. 
this Christological aspect corresponds the sanctification man. Finally Barth speaks 
Jesus Christ “God-man.” There state corresponding this aspect, while 
the prophetic office involved. And this Christological aspect corresponds the 
final objective element soteriology, cannot develop here the critique 
this Christology, but consider basic evaluation Barth’s 


The Relation Justification and Sanctification 


have noted above that Barth’s comprehensive doctrine reconciliation in- 
cludes two sections which may called objective soteriology and subjective soteri- 
ology. this point shall turn the elements referred objective soteriology, 
justification, sanctification, and calling. anyone acquainted with the usual 
Reformed ordo salutis the listing calling the end this trilogy once arrest- 
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ing. view the fact that calling will given extensive treatment the next part 
—volume IV/3 the Church Dogmatics, shall make little reference here, but 
speak primarily justification and sanctification. 


One must remember that justification and sanctification are the corrolaries 
the first two Christological premises. The downward and upward movement Jesus 
Christ involve this one divine action the justification and sanctification man, 
the divine verdict and the divine direction. “The action God His reconcilia- 
tion the world with Himself Jesus Christ unitary. consists different 
‘moments’ with different bearing. accomplishes both the justification and the 
sanctification man, for itself both the condescension God and the exalta- 
tion man Jesus Christ. But accomplishes the two together. The one done 
wholly and immediately with the Justification and sanctification “have 
with two different aspects the one event two moments corresponding 
the humiliation God and the exaltation man. They belong inseparaby to- 
gether. Though they are thus related, there ordo their relationship, 
and Posterius the one event grace and salvation. “We presuppose that there 
such order the temporal sense. The simul the one redemptive act God 


Jesus Christ cannot split into temporal sequence, and this way psycholo- 
Barth contends. 


Justification and sanctification are simply two inseparably related “moments” 
one redemptive event. its simplest form Barth puts this will 
your God’ the justification man. ‘Ye shall people’ his 
examine these two “moments” greater detail, see again that just humil- 
iation relates God and exaltation relates man, parallel way this one 
event justification refers primarily God and sanctification refers primarily man. 


Barth explains the need for justification the following way: 


sin man puts himself the wrong relation God. makes himself impos- 
sible the creature and covenant-partner God. desecrates the good nature which 
has been given and forfeits the grace which addressed him. compromises his 
existence. For has right sinner. only the wrong. 


The presupposition, the possibility and the truth positive relationship between 
God and man and the peace man with God consists (1) there being right which 
superior, absolutely superior the wrong which man guilty and which 
now finds himself, (2) this right not merely being transcendent but worked out 
man and (3) the wrong man being set aside and new human right being 
established and set the working out this higher right. This higher right the 
right God, and its outworking, the setting aside the wrong man and the restora- 
tion his right, the judgement God. The justification man takes place the 
eventuation this 
This right God, which Barth speaks, does have relationship man. Justification 
involves divine verdict, and seems forensic character. “This justifying 
sentence God His decision which man’s being the subject that act 
repudiated, his responsibility for that act, his guilt, pardoned, cancelled and there 
ascribed him instead being the subject pure acts thankfulness for 
this liberation. 


But clear that the which Barth speaks something which 
coincides with the humiliation God. takes place once and for all. Its relation 
man’s faith spoken later, but obvious that the relation faith and justifica- 
tion set forth Scripture and understood Luther and Calvin cannot come 
its right Barth’s presentation. According Barth this justification concerns all 
men, and there backtracking from the universalism asserted this connection. 
“The work atonement, the conversion man God, was done for all. ... God’s 
verdict and direction and promise have been pronounced over all. that extent, 


objectively, all are justified, sanctified and called. But ... not ... all, ... hear, 
perceive and accept and receive all that God for all. ... those who have not 
been touched this way the hand God, the axiom that Jesus Christ the 
Victor such unknown. Christian and not general axiom; valid generally 
but not generally observed and 


turn now the other “moment” the one divine act, sanctification. “The 
divine act atonement accomplished and revealed Jesus Christ does not consist 
only the humiliation God but and with this the exaltation man. Thus 
does not consist only the that God offers Himself for men; that He, the 
Judge, allows Himself judged their place, this way establishing and pro- 
claiming among sinners, and defiance their sin, His divine right which 
such the basis new right man before Him. does not consist, therefore only 
the justification man,” says Barth. “It consists also sanctification which 
indissolubly bound with his justification, i.e., the fact that turns 
man defiance his sin also, defiance his sin, turns man Himself. The 
reconciliation man with God takes place also the form that introduces 
new man the one relation whom has set Himself the right and whom 
has set the right relation Himself. has introduced him the new form 
existence faithful covenant-partner who well-pleasing Him and blessed 
Sanctification thus concerns reconciliation from the standpoint man’s 
conversion God objectively performed God. 


One struck Barth’s failure give specific treatment other usual elements 
the ordo salutis such regeneration and penitence, e.g. But all these are 
comprehended within the single term “sanctification.” “What meant sanctifica- 
tion says Barth, “might just well described the less common 
biblical term regeneration (regeneratio) renewal (renovation) that con- 
version (conversio), that penitence which plays important 
role both the Old and New Testaments, comprehensively that disciple- 
ship which outstanding especially the synoptic Gospels. The content all 
these terms will have brought out under the title sanctification. But there 
good reason keep the term sanctification the foreground. shows 
once that are dealing with the being and action God ... that God the active 
Subject not only reconciliation generally but also the conversion man Him- 
self. Like His turning man, and man’s justification, this His work, His facere. 
But now seen and understood, not his justificare, but his 


have now seen that while justification involves this one thing “that God 
the Judge establishes that the right against this man, thus creating new 
right for this man before Him,” sanctification involves “quite another that His 
mighty direction claims this man and makes him willing and ready for His ser- 
This sanctification, which Barth considers objective and accomplished 
and with the exaltation the man Jesus, also universal its scope already 
noted. Not only God’s verdict, but also His direction sanctification has been pro- 
nounced over all, and that extent all are sanctified well justified. 


III. The Relation Faith Love Justification Sanctification. 


have seen that Barth distinguishes objective soteriology from subjective 
soteriology. also that these two are separated each part-volume 
section dealing with the Church. Thus Barth’s treatment reconciliation the sub- 
jects faith, love, and hope are the last discussed. Although this fits consistently 
into the significantly constructed plan the Church Dogmatics, here that one 
clearly notes Barth’s anti-Schleiermacher Whereas the religious conscious- 
ness first and most significant for Schleiermacher, its place not only last but 
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least significant for Barth. This important factor least part overlooked those 
who seem think there has been radical change Barth’s theology late. 


Attention here given chiefly faith and love because the yet-to-appear IV/3 
will take the discussion hope relation calling. One struck again this 
point the reversal the usual order faith, hope, this point must recall 
that faith and love concern subjective soteriology, i.e., what Barth speaks pri- 
marily the knowledge justification and sanctification. times Barth refers 
this netic epistemological distinction from objective soteriology which 
The universalism which asserted without hesitation the objective elements 
nowhere asserted the subjective, and times explicitly denied. The question 
what Barth thinks will happen eventually the end all history (if there 
such end), concerns the perplexing and much debated issue the 


statement which takes from the objective the subjective elements the 
following: “In the whole event atonement, jusification, sanctification and calling 
ground the divine verdict, direction and promise, have were central 
function. ... When say justification, sanctification and calling, the one side, 
are already expounding the relevance what was done Jesus Christ, but, 
the other are explaining only the objective relevance and not its subjective 
apprehension and acceptance the world and men. might say, are deal- 
ing with the ascription but not the appropriation the grace Jesus Christ, 
with what has taken place Him for the world such, but not for the Christian 
particular. the Christian there appropriation the grace Jesus Christ, 
with what has taken place Him for the world such, but not for the Christian 
particular. the Christian there appropriation the grace ascribed all 
men Jesus Christ, subjective apprehension what has been done for the whole 
world the happening the But not all “hear, perceive and accept 
and receive all that God for The Christian does. And that does faith 
relates justification and love sanctification. 


Consistent with his original position Barth does not regard faith something 
which once given man God and constantly possessed man under the sus- 
taining power the Holy Spirit. That biblical and Reformed view faith Barth 
rejects staticism which seeks “possession” control God. Although Barth speaks 
faith the gift God and the work the Holy Spirit, regards faith 
constantly recurring event. 


Faith described Barth “an acknowledgment (Anerkennen), recog- 
nition (Erkennen), and confession (Bekennen). all these terms indicate, 
knowledge (Kennen). And the object and basis the same every case, 
every case active fuller description given the introduc- 
tion the last section “The Holy Spirit and Christian Faith”: 

The Holy Spirit the awakening power which Jesus Christ summons sinful 
man His community and therefore Christian believe Him: acknowledge 
and know and confess Him the Lord who for him became servant; sorry both 
his own behalf and that the world face the victory over his pride and fall 
which has taken place Him; and again his own behalf and therefore that 


the world confident the face the establishment his new right and life which 
has taken place 


Faith then the action man’s part (of which Jesus Christ the object and 
basis) which corresponds the “gracious condecension God the basis and 
power the justification sinful man.” The only answer what man must 
the light all this that God does, the simple and unequivocal answer that 
must accept and receive the One who comes him and that which given and 
Him; that must content unconditional and childlike confidence hold 


the fact that God for him; that must acknowledge and recognise and con- 
fess this; that must place himself this ground and walk without hesitation 
vacillation; that must satisfied and rejoice and constantly return the 
fact that may undeservedly but quite indisputably the child God. This living, 
active reception faith; the faith the Christian community, and and with the 
faith the individual Christian. Christianity consists wholly this reception and 
therefore the act faith.”? Barth’s universalistic strain absent his discussion 
faith. “the man Jesus whom the reconciliation the world with God 
has taken place. There man who does not belong this man, who not His 
brother. But this true the Christian very special way because his human 
existence has been altered and re-determined the fact that what true all men 
longer concealed from him but revealed him; because he, man like all others, 
may live the knowledge that belongs Jesus, and live very different way 
from those who not have this knowledge. That God has reconciled the world with 
Himself Jesus Christ not merely true for each individual Christian personally, 
for all men, but acquires shape and form his existence. given 
him actually live communion with Jesus Chrst, and with Him. this way 
and this extent receives and has his own specific part the reconciliation which 
has taken place 


When above quoted Barth saying that Christianity “consists wholly 
this reception and therefore the act faith,” the word “wholly” must allowed 
stand but must not taken mean “exclusively.” For there also the element 
“love,” well the third element “hope.” Love corresponds sanctification and 
the Christological axiom the exaltation man Jesus Christ. Note again the 
comprehensive statement introducing this final section “The Holy Spirit and 
Christian Love.” 

The Holy Spirit the quickening power which Jusus Christ places sinful man 
His community and thus gives him the freedom, active self-giving God and his 
fellows God’s witness, correspond the love which God has drawn him Him- 
self and raised him up, overcoming his sloth and 

While faith involved reception, love involves self-giving. This love corresponds 
the kingly office Jesus Christ “in the exercise which the servant, 
man like ourselves and among us, exalted the Lord, who such draws 
and after Himself and raises the power God sinful man, the man who sloth- 
ful and miserable His corresponds “his sanctification, his less 
gracious claiming and endowment and institution for obedience, work and servce.” 
And this love involves “no less wholly and purely ... the decision for definite 
direction the man, and therefore his breaking out this di- 
rection. Jesus Christ new man, the true man, has dynamically entered the human 
sphere, not merely demanding conversion and discipleship, but the quickening 
power His Holy Spirit calling and transposing into conversion and discipleship. 
Christians, then, are the men whom Jesus Christ, and Him their own completed 
sanctification, revealed and present their first-born Brother and subordinated 
Him their King instituted from all eternity. ... the act pure and total 
giving, offering and surrender corresponding this receiving ... Christian 


IV. Evaluation 


This survey some aspects Barth’s soteriology has already implied some- 
thing the kind comprehensive critique which the evangelical theologian 
obligated make. impossible approach Barth’s Dogmatics one would ap- 
proach Hodge Bavinck Berkhof order make certain minor criticisms. 
should obvious that Barth’s soteriology involves amazingly compact and intri- 
cate structure which differs radically from historic Reformed theology. The evangel- 


\ 


theologian would doing injustice Barth well himself, were 


present only minor strictures here and there. critique Barth’s soteriology will 
have take into account the total structure Barth’s theology. Such critique must 
show how Barth’s soteriology related his peculiar Christology well his 
doctrines revelation, God, predestination, creation, sin, and reconciliation. And 
also imperative that the evangelical theologian give careful attention Barth’s 
conception the relation God the world and the significance history. 
here that one will note the roots Barth’s rejection the usual Reformed ordo 
But obviously impossible now enter upon the kind comprehensive 
critique which the subject demands. 


Let interject comment here, lest the largely negative character 
critique misinterpreted. Even though believe that evaluation Barth’s soteri- 
ology the light Scripture and historic Reformed theology will end with pri- 
marily negative judgment. not mean say that Barth’s theology can therefore 
ignored. There tremendous challenge and stimulation the study Barth. 
This due part Barth’s importance the contemporary scene. But arises 
even more from the fact that Barth, wishing break radically with the liberalism 
Schleiermacher, claims reviving Luther, Calvin and Reformed theology gen- 
eral. But even one must disagree with Barth’s claim, most seriously do, the 
study Barth extremely challenging and rewarding. the words recent re- 
viewer: “Whenever open the book, come across some aphorism, some epigram, 
some paradox which, refuses make clear and plain the thought its author, 
challenges teases the reader into re-examining the thought his own 


Although cannot now set forth the comprehensive critique which really 
demanded, let make few observations. certainly true that soteriology and 
Christology are intimately related, Barth repeatedly asserts. However, con- 
vinced that Barth’s Christology does not provide genuinely biblical basis for the 
interrelation which required. This significant reservation, which cannot now 
develop, must borne mind the context for the following points critique. 


First, should noted that although soteriology and Christology are signifi- 
cantly related, there also good warrant for distinguishing them. The atoning work 
Jesus Christ complete, once-for-all satisfaction offered God Christ’s sub- 
stitutionary death the cross Calvary. Although this atoning work Christ 
complete, the application not once completed. That is, Christ’s work pro- 
vides the all-sufficient basis for the justification and sanctification God’s elect, but 
this application not once performed. Christ’s work provides the solid basis for 
soteriology, but soteriology not completed with the atonement. For Barth the 


“moments” soteriology are really one event and there real distinction between 
atonement and soteriology. 


Secondly, the Scripture certainly indicates that the application Christ’ com- 
pleted work does follow certain order indicated structurally Romans 8:28-30 
(calling, justification, glorification). seems clear that the Reformers were 
entirely correct interpreting the recurrent Scriptural references justification 
faith mean that faith logically precedes justification the ordo salutis. are 
justified faith through faith. This demands, believe, that faith either precedes 
coincides with justification. And again Scriptural demand regard regen- 
eration preceding coinciding with the first exercise faith, (John 3:6 e.g.). 
Furthermore, the sinner who has been regenerated the Spirit God, justified 
God through faith, also called upon increasingly sanctified. This ordo salutis 
demanded Scripture. While the objective basis for our justification and sancti- 
fication Christ’s atoning sacrifice and resurrection, yet man not subjectively 


| | 
| | 
| 


— 


justified and sanctified this action. (It must remerbered that for Barth the 
humiliation God and the exaltation man are the facets Christology which have 
really replaced substitutionary atoning death Christ the Cross.) 


Thirdly, has been noted that according Barth justification universal and 
objectively true all men. Here further critique Barth’s view predestination 
ought set forth, for course intimately related the universal aspect 
justification. his own admission, Barth rejects Calvin’s view predestination. 
The intimate relation justification and faith Scripture cannot receive its rightful 
place this view Barth. Faith always follows justification according Barth and 
sense the instrumental cause agent. Here one sees how basically un- 
changed Barth’s present position from the views expressed earlier the 
Although Barth does speak justification faith, this only means coming 
know afterwards that one and was already justified. And even when Barth speaks 
forensic justification, again the term has been given completely new meaning. 
Here one sees that Barth’s conception sin does not really reproduce the biblical 
seriousness man’s sin guilt involving the transgression God’s law. And hence 
the justification which Barth speaks really means only that God right. God 
right the humiliation God, and this right God called justification. 


Fourthly, similar critique Barth’s view sanctfication must made. 
There measure truth asserting that sanctification includes regeneration and 
conversion. The regeneration wrought the Spirit God indeed major element 
man’s sanctification. The ordo salutis its usual Reformed conception does not 
mean say that each element always chronologically posterior. But since regener- 
ation single act God upon the elect sinner, and basic man’s conversion 
faith and repentance, there good reason for placing sanctification after justifi- 
cation. Justification forensic act God single verdict. But sanctification 
must continue the justified sinner seeks using the means grace attain 
greater conformity the will God. The righteousness Christ imputed him 
that clothed with the righteousness God. But the life-long process sancti- 
fication obviously incompatible with such view. 


the fifth place, objection must raised the subjective elements Barth’s 
soteriology. Faith, love and hope were seen primarily netic. This true most 
specifically faith, but even love and hope are spoken the acceptance God’s 
direction, and His calling. the case faith, was indicated earlier this 
paper, one simply comes know and acknowledge what already justified. 
here, perhaps most pointedly, that one sees how inconsequential the Christian 
life appears Barth’s theology. This, seems me, demands careful scrutiny 
the part those who think Barth’s theology has significantly changed. Although 
Barth’s theology has been characterized the motif the “triumph grace”, 
clearly grace other than that which Scripture presents the grace God Christ 
Jesus. Man’s sin simply his failure acknowledge what really is. And this 
seems Barth’s reason for speaking the impossible possibility. 


Finally, now evident why Barth’s view soteriology takes away the biblical 
urgency for preaching and evangelism, even though has given proclamation 
significance quite different from that the liberalism Schleiermacher and Ritschi. 
The urgency calling men repent and believe the Lord Jesus Christ absent, 
however. has been rightly observed that neo-orthodoxy has not produced evan- 
gelists: Barth’s theology has motivation for evangelism. Although there 
difference between the Christian and the non-Christian, lies chiefly the fact that 
one knows justified and sanctified, while the other, equally justified and sancti- 
fied, does not know it. And probably correct say that simply does not 
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know yet. Even though Barth wishes avoid the apokatasis, seems incapable 
doing within the context his own theology. 


Volume IV/2 in 1955 (E.T. 1958). A Roman Catholic has stated that there is no fundamental differ 


Barth and Rome on justification. Hans Kung. Die Lehre Karl Barths Und Eine Katholische Besinnung. (Ei between 


Einsiedel, 
(Einsiedeln: Johannes Verlag, 1957). A Missouri Synod Lutheran in a brief appendix to his study sob stn ee 


and says that Barth is in the main in agreement with the Lutheran interpretation. Henry P. Hamann. Justification 
By Faith in Modern Theology. (St. Louis: Concordia, 1957). Cf. also the doctoral dissertation written by a South 
African under direction Prof. Berkouwer the Free University which basically critical Barth’s view 
sanctification. Jacobus C. Lombard. Die Leer Van Die Heiligmaking By Karl Barth. (Kampen: J.H. Kok, 1957). 
The Christian Century, July 27, 1949. p. 889. 

Theology Today, XIII, 3 (October, 1956), p. 291. 

Ibid., p. 376. 

Ibid. Note also p. xi. “In the twenty three years since I started this work I have found myself so held and 
directed that, as far as I can see, there have so far been no important breaks or contradictions in the presentation; 
retractions been necessary (except detail); and above all have always found myself content 
with the broad lines of Christian tradition . . . a ‘new Barth,’ or, what is worse, a heresy . . . Naturally, I 


do not regard myself as infallible. But there is perhaps more inward and outward continuity in the matter than 
some hasty observers and rash interjectors can at first sight credit." 


Cf. Gustaf Wingren, Theology In Convict (Philadelphia: Muhlenberg Press, 1958). “The changes which have taken 
place within his theology in the course of time are changes within this original framework.” p. 23. “It is clear 
that Barth remains within the framework of Schleiermacher’s theology 7 


6 p. 25 £. This was already the 
thesis of C. Van Til, The New Modernism, 1946. Cf. J. C. Lombard, op. cit., pp. 10-53 for a survey of Barth's 
theological development prior to 1932. 

IV/1, pp. 108, 124, 144 e.g. 

IV/2, p. 502. cf. SO7#. 

IV/1, p. ix. 

The interpretive problem is complicated, however, by Barth's avowed claim to be presenting the Biblical position 
as viewed by the Reformers and even “‘the broad lines of Christian tradition,” cf. note 5 above. Of Berkouwer’s 
recent volume Faith and Sanctification, Barth states, “I am particularly happy to record my general agreement.” 
IV/2, p. 501 What Wingren says of Luther is likewise true of the reformer Calvin: “The positions of Barth and 
Luther are incompatible and cannot at all be reconciled . . . All friends of historical truth would welcome a 
more general recognition of this fact both by Barth and by the Barthians.” op. cit., p. 26 note 6. 

IV/2, p. x. 


For a survey of the entire doctrine of reconciliation consult IV/1 pp. 79-154. This section is indispensable for 
the whole doctrine, at least until volumne IV/3 appears. 


Cf. Westminster Theological Journal, XX, 2 ((May 1958), ‘“‘Karl Barth's Doctrine of Reconciliation: A Review 
Article”, F. H. Klooster. pp. 170-184. 


IV/2, 

Ibid., 507 

Ibid., 499. 

528-529. 

145. 

Ibid., 148. 

IV/2, 499. Cf. 146. 

500. 

503. 

IV/1, 154. Cf. R. E. Cushman, ‘‘Barth’s Attack Upon Cartesianism and the Future in Theology.” The Journal of 
Religion, XXXVI, 4 (October, 1956), pp. 207-223. Cf. Wingren, op. cit. p. sc. 
Cf. Emil Brunner, Faith, Hope and Love. Philadelphia: Westminster, 1956. 
pp. 79-154 passim. 

IV/l, p. 147. 

Ibid. 148. IV/2, 727. 

758. Cf. IV/2, 727. 

740. 

IV/2 p. 729-9. 

Ibid., 727-8. 

727. 

Ibid., 729. 

Ibid, 729-730. 


W. F. Lofthouse, “Karl Barth’s Ductrine of God," London Quarterly and Halborn Review, July, 1938, p. 197. 
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THE COPTIC GNOSTIC TEXTS FROM NAG HAMMADI 
Andrew Helmbold 


From the second until the fourth century the Christian church was engaged 
life and death struggle with hydra-headed heresy known Gnosticism. Out 
this struggle came least three important results: (1) The canon the New Testa- 
ment, (2) The creeds the early (3) catholic Christendom. Until recently 
our resources for the study early Christendom’s great rival were exceedingly 
meager. They consisted fragments Gnostic works found the church fathers, 
the statements the fathers themselves, and three Gnostic codices: (1) Codex 
Brucianus the 5-6th century, containing the two Books Jeu and untitled work, 
(2) Codex Askewianus, the 4th century, containing the Pistis Sophia, and (3) 
Codex Berolinensis 8502 the century containing The Gospel Mary, The 
Apocryphon John and The Wisdom From these sources scholars have 
endeavored reconstruct the origins, the theology mythology, and the praxis 
Gnosticism, and evaluate its relationship orthodox Christianity and other re- 
ligions. 

New light has been thrown these subjects, well many related topics, 
the discovery 1945, complete Gnostic library Nag Hammadi Upper 
This discovery has been hailed some the greatest manuscript find 
the century, while others little more cautious say least important the 
Dead Sea Because most the texts are still unpublished, the importance 
the find has not yet reached the general public, even most the scholarly world. 
Especially the field New Testament studies, they should cause drastic revision 
many theories now current. 


The discovery consisted thirteen codices dating from the 3rd and 4th cen- 
turies. Eleven still retain their soft leather bindings. Ten are almost complete, one 
has considerable two are fragmentary. Out original total about 1000 
pages, 794 are still intact, while additional pages are partially preserved. One codex 
fell into the hands dealer antiquities and was purchased 1952 the Jung 
Institute Zurich. One other was purchased 1946 the Coptic Museum Cairo. 
The eleven other codices were eventually transferred the Coptic Museum 1952. 
Now group international scholars work editing and publishing the texts. 


The thirteen codices contain writings, which only four are dupli- 
cates Only two these texts had ever been edited. effect, have 
least completely new writings study. course, some these were previously 
known from citations references the church fathers, but now the actual works, 
toto, are brought light. Possibly every Gnostic work mentioned the fathers 
included the find. 


literary categories, the library consisted Apocryphal Gospels, Acts and 
Epistles, Apocalypses, doctrinal treatises, Hermetic works, cosmogonies, etc. Classi- 
fied linguistically, ten (at least) the codices were the Sahidic dialect, two others 
were thought unknown dialect, but may Sahidic mit Achmimisch 
einfluss, while the Jung Codex written sub-Achmimic. However, scholars are 
inclined posit Greek originals behind most not all the texts. More study 
them may may not prove the correctness this view. 


The Jung Codex consisted originally 136-338 pages. There are 100 pages 
the volume Zurich while another pages belonging repose the collection 
Cairo. This Codex contains five works: (1) The Letter (or Apocryphon) James, 
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(2) The Gospel Truth, (3) The Epistle Rheginos, (4) The Treatise the Three 
Natures, (5) Prayers Peter and Paul. Its provenance, unlike the other codices, 
from the philosophical Gnostics—the Valentinians. fact, Dr. Quispel thinks The 
Gospel Truth was written Valentinus himself, and his colleague, Dr. Van Unnik, 
dates ca. 140 A.D., before Valentinus broke with the The Gospel Truth 
has been edited and translated into the major scholarly available 


for study interested persons (but kept tantalizingly from its prohibitive 
cost! 


The Gospel Truth not Gospel, but homily treatise. leans heavily 
the New Testament, not quotation, but allusion, drawing frequently from 
John, Hebrews, and Revelation. informed Stoic conception God the 
All. has eschatology, ethics, Old Testament basis bias, harmartiol- 
ogy—only plane. describes Gnosis psychological experience, real 
imagined, whereby “man re-established himself, again remembers himself, and 
becomes conscious himself, what really nature and origin. this way 
knows reknows himself God, knows God, and becomes conscious himself 
from God and stranger the world. thus acquires, with the 
possession his and his true and ontological being, the meaning his destiny 
and the final certainty his salvation, thus discovering himself being who, 
right and for all eternity, Man saved the coming redeemer 
who the manifestation Truth, who abolishes ignorance. wonder Irenaeus 


took the cudgels (Adv. Haer. III, 11, against such incomplete not totally 
false gospel. 


The recovery this text overthrows two theories previously advanced. Johannes 
Kreyenbuhl proposed 1900 Das Evangelium der Wahrheit. Neue Losung der 
johanneischen Frage. vol. that the canonical Gospel John identical with The 
Gospel Truth. Although the Gnostic work borrows from the Fourth Gospel, 
totally different content and spirit. The other theory van ben Eysinga 
the effect that the canonical Gospels are the “outcome historicization 
un-historical Gnostic Alexandrian Somewhat “demythologization” 
reverse! However, the recovered Gospel Truth shows that the process flows the 
other way—the Gnostic works being dependent upon the canonical Gospels. 


The Gospel Truth shows that Valentinus derived his system from the New 
Testament, not from Pythagoras and Plato, Hippolytus supposed (vi. 16). How- 


ever, presents Valentinianism its formative stages, not its full-blown develop- 
ment. 


The Apocryphon James has been discussed Drs. Puech and Quispel 
Vigilae Christianae, viii. (1954) and more recently the same periodical (vol 
1956) Van Unnik, professor New Testament Exegesis Utrecht. The latter 
holds that not Gnostic all, but simply unreflecting, vague Christianity. 
dates ca. 125-150 A.D. finds relationships the Ascensions Isaiah. 
claims letter written the Lord’s brother unknown person and con- 
tains revelations made Peter and James Christ before His ascension. describes 
itself “apocryphon”, i.e., good tidings reserved for the inner circle. This group 
described The Gospel Truth the the Divine “Seed,” the “Children 
God,” etc. The Letter, like many the writings, translation from Greek 
original. opens with the common formula Greek epistles. 


Besides the Jung Codex, Doresse lists only one other work written sub- 
However, other scholars have taken two codices unknown 
dialect. There corpus Hermetica Codex (Doresse, Codex VI). The 
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mainder the texts are all Sethian, i.e., Barbelo-Gnostic. This the vulgar Gnosti- 
cism which was Christianity’s great foe the early centuries. 


Unfortunately, aside from The Gospel Truth, the only other texts published 
date are those reproduced photographically the Coptic Gnostic Texts the 
Coptic Museum old Cairo, Vol. This contains the last two pages the Discourse 
Rheginos concerning the Resurrection lost from the Jung Codex, six other pages 
from that codex, some fragments from another codex, and five the seven works 
contained Codex III (Doresse, Codex X). They are: The Apocryphon John, 
The Gospel Thomas, The Gospe! Phillip, the Hypostasis the Archons (i.e., the 
Book Noria), and untitled book devoted Pistis Sophia. present the Gospel 
Thomas being edited and translated and will available next year. The scholars 
who are working the text report that not identical with the Apocryphal Gos- 
pel that name, but complete collection the Logia Jesus. Its beginning 
like that Oxyrhynchos Papyrus No. 654. Dr. Quispel now ventures the suggestion 
that these Logia may have come from the Gospel the Hebrews which evidently was 
used Tatian, along with the four canonical Gospels compiling the 


About half its 114 Logia are type which fit into the jig-saw puzzle textual 
criticism. More anon! 


The Apocryphon John has been known from the mention made 
ca. 180. 1895 actual copy was discovered the Codex Berolin- 
ensis 8502. However, the text was never published until Walter Till edited 1955. 
This text agrees with one other contained the Nag Hammadi corpus (Puech 
Doresse but varies considerably from that published the Coptic Museum, 
and from the third copy found the Gnostic library (Puech, Codex #VIII, Doresse, 
Codex agreement has yet been reached the date the published text, 
but perhaps date around 350 A.D. will fit the circumstances. The composition, how- 
ever, goes back much earlier, indicated above. 


This work claims revelation Jesus John the secrets this 
world, past and future. very evidently was one the major works the Gnostic 
theology. has entire scheme cosmology replete with the typical Gnostic emana- 
tions characterized the weird names given them this work. presents the 
typical Gnsotic dualism with the creation this world through the Demiurge, 
the God the Old Testament, called this work, “Yaldabaoth.” 


With six the forty-five works now available for scholarly study, what has 
been presented that has direct bearing Christian scholarship this time? Aside 
from the rather complicated problem the interrelationship the various religions 
the early Christian era, i.e., Judaism (both orthodox and heterodox), Gnosticism, 
Hermeticism, Mandeanism, Neo-Platonism, etc., which this corpus 
throws considerable light, these texts are primary value because their 
bearing many theological and critical theories our time. 


First all, should pointed out that can accept the accounts the 
church fathers substantially correct their presentation gnosticism. For ex- 
ample, Tertullian’s report Valentinus now confirmed The Gospel Truth. 
Now can discount the previous discounting the Fathers being 


Coming the subject the canon the New Testament, see that all 
the books the New Testament, except the Pastoral Epistles, are alluded The 
Gospel Truth. This means already 140 A.D. these N.T. books were considered 
authoritative. This the death blow any dating the Gospel John the 2nd 
century, since Valentinus used widely. note, too, that Hebrews and Revelation, 
two the antilegomena, occupy important place The Gospel Truth, showing 


their acceptance the Western: Church this early date. Not until the time 
find years earlier The Gospel 


The eventual value these writings for textual criticism cannot yet 
sessed. However, other works are helpful The Gospel Thomas gives 
promise being, they should very important. Quispel rightly points out that the 
Logia this work show strong affinities the so-called Western text the New 
Testament, i.e. Codex Beza (D), the Old Latin, the Syriac Curetonian and Syriac 
Sinaiticus manuscripts. About 150 A.D. Marcion used widely variant western 
Justin Martyr about the same time used the western text the Gospels. Now another 
authority for that text available. hope will not published too late used 
the new International Greek New Testament. 


Among other examples the value the Logia for textual criticism, Quispel 
cites Logia v#9, relating the parable the sower. Wellhausen had already 
pointed out, makes more sense read with the Western text, “some fell the 
road.” This what The Gosepl Thomas reads here. may come from the am- 
biguity the Aramaic ‘al ’urba which can translated beside the road. 
Justin has eis tén (cf. Black: Aramaic Approach the Gospels and 


However, the primary value these texts seems lie what they 
have say regarding the relationship Gnosticism Christianity. has been 
the vogue trace Christian doctrine, especially that the fourth Gospel, back 
pre-Christian Gnostic Redeemer, and Iranian Saved Saviour. These texts should 
answer once for all, whether not Gnosticism basically Iranian dualism. All 
indications date are that neither Harnack (“Gnosticism the acute Hellenization 
Christianity”) nor Reitzenstein(Gnosticism comes form Iranian dualism) were 
correct their estimates its origins. Whether not Robert Grant correct 
tracing failure apocalyptic Judaism remains seen. The Apocry- 
pon John contains some undoubted Jewish elements, but there are also traces 
Egyptian and Greek ideas well. What can clearly seen this juncture that 


Gnosticism was, among other things. mythologization the historical facts given 
the Gospels. 


This major importance the light Bultmann’s theory that the Gospels 
mythologize what actually happened the life and death Jesus. correct, 
then Gnosticism the mythologization myth! Bultmann, following Reitzenstein, 
finds the basis Johannine Theology pre-Christian Gnostic Redeemer. Quispel 
now calls this into question, showing that the three pillars the theory are over- 
thrown: (1) The Iranian Gayomart, (2) Anthropos held captive matter, (3) The 
Manichaean doctrine Urmensch falling and returning once again his primal 
state. All these, Reitzenstein said, came from Persian religion. Quispel says the 
first from Pseudo-Platonic Epinomis, the second has been shown Peterson 
Jewish Tradition, while these Nag Hammadi texts show that the Manichaean 
Urmensch was borrowed from the Gnostics, not from 


The Gospel Thomas, Logia #65 deals with the parable presentd 
Luke 20:9-19, the parable the husbandman. the Gnostic work completely 
different from the synoptic version. Yet even the Gnostic work, the death the 
son occupies the central place. Quispel points out, there Hellenistic “myth- 
ologizing” here. This phenomenon contrary the whole methodology Form- 
geschichte. Since the parable Mark, which considered the earliest 
Gospel and have been written Rome, Quispel asks How ‘Pella’ (i.e. Jewish 


Ch: 
cit 


Christians) and the congregation Rome could have invented the same story. 
concludes saying, “In sense The Gospel Thomas confirms the trust- 


worthiness the Bible.” 


This but brief introduction the rich and varied contents the ancient 


library from Nag Hammadi. Once again, seems, the Lord has the Devil work 
wheeling stones build His sanctuary. any rate, can agree with Puech’s 
citation Exodus 7:3: will multiply signs and wonders the land 


Egypt.” (16) (17) 


Standard text editions of these are: C. Schmidt, Gnostische Schriften in koptischer Sprache aus dem Codex Brucia- 

nus, TU 8, Leipzig, 1892; C. Schmidt, Pistis Sophie, Coptica 11, Copenhagen, 1925; Walter Till, Die Cnostischen 

Schriften des koptischen Papyrus Berolinensis 8302, Berlin, 1955. English translation of the untitled work is done 

by Ch. A. Baynes, 4 Coptic Gnostic Treatise contained in the Codex Brucianus, Cambridge, 1933, and Codex As- 

— is translated by G. Horner, Pistis Sophia, London, 1924. Till’s work includes German translations of 
e three texts. 


Most concise account of the discovery in English is by Victor R. Gold, “The Gnostic Library of Chenoboskion,” 
Biblical Archeologist, XV (1952), pp. 70-88. 


ef. Arthur Darby Nock, “A Coptic Library of Gnostic Writings," Journal of Theological Studies, u.s. IX (1958), 
pp. 314-324. discovery may fairly set level with that the Dead Sea Scrools.” 315). Henri 
Charles Puech, “Les Nouceaus Ecrits Gnostiques decouverts en Haute-Egypte’” Coptic Studies in honor of Walzer 
Ewing Crum, Boston, 1950, pp. 91-154 says, “truly one of the most surprising and one of the most important dis- 
coveries which have been made in Egypt in the course of recent years.” (p. 154) (tr. by present writer). 


Gold, ibid. gives a partial listing of the texts. For a complete listing see Puech, ibid., or Jean Doresse, Les Licres 
Secrets des Gnostiques d’Egypte, Paris, 1958. Puech and Doresse disagree on the total number of texts and use 
different systems for numbering the codices and texts. Till uses a third system in referring to the Apocryphon of 
John variant text, while the Cairo Museum's volumes of texts use a fourth enumeration! 


Gilles Quispel, ‘“‘The Jung Codex and its Significance,” p. 50 of The Jung Codex, tr. and ed. by Frank L. Cross, 
London, 1955. In addition it contains contributions by Puech, ‘The Jung Codex and the other Gnostic Documents 


from Nag Hammadi," and W. C. van Unnik, “The 'Gospel of Truth’ and the New Testament.” cf. p. 99, 103f for 
Van Unnik’s dating. 


Evangelium Veritatis, ediderant M. Malinine, H. C. Puech, and G. Quispel. Studien aus dem C.C. Jung Institut, 
VI. Rascher Verlag, Zurich, 1956. The volume includes an introduction, 24pp. of plates, transcribed Coptic text 
which facing French translation, German and Euglish translations and indices of Greek and Coptic words. 


Puech, Jung Codex, p. 29 

Quispel, Jung Codex, 

op cit.; p. 166 

Quispel, “‘The Gospel of Thomas and the New Testament,” Vigilee Christiense, XI, pp. 189-207. 
Van Unnik, Jung 123 

Quispel, C., XI, 

Jung Codex, 

Jung Codex, p. 


After this paper was prepared, I received word from Cairo Museum that the second volume of photographically 
reproduced texts now press. Welcome news indeed 
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REPORTS SECTION MEETINGS 


Two the regional sections E.T.S. met during the month April, 1959; 
the Mid-Western Moody Bible Institute, Chicago, April 2-3; and the Southern 
Free Will Baptist Bible College, Nashville, Tenn., April 23-25. Both sections 
report stimulating programs and good attendance. The following officers were elected 
for the year 1960. 


chairman: Charles Pfeiffer (vice-chm., Moody Bible Institute. 
vice-chairman: Henry Van Til, Calvin College. 


SouTHERN, chairman: Howard Hanke (vice-chm.,) Asbury College. 
vice-chairman: Glen Atkins, Southeastern Bible College. 
secretary: Delbert Rose, Asbury Theological Seminary. 
treasurer: Picirilli, Free Will Baptist Bible College. 


Calvin Seminary, Grand Rapids, was for the next meeting the Mid- 
Western Section, Easter season, 1960. 


The time meeting for the Far-Western Section has been postponed until 
May. Consult the chairman, Dr. Paul Jewett Fuller Seminary, for details. 


ANNOUNCEMENTS MEETINGS 


The 3rd biennial joint meeting the Evangelical Theological Society the 
American Scientific Affiliation will held Trinity Seminary and Bible College, 
Chicago, June 9-12. The detailed program, together with form for reservations, 
being mailed under separate cover. All members and friends E.T.S. are en- 
couraged attend these stimulating sessions. 


The 6th meeting the New England Section will held Oct. 12, 1959, 
the Providence-Barrington Bible College, Barrington, R.I. addition papers con- 
tributed members, there will symposium the Synoptic Problem led 
Prof. Glenn Barker Gordon Divinity School. Mail reservations Dr. John 
Graybill, 100 State St., Providence, R.I. 


The first meeting the newly organized Eastern Section will held West- 
minster Theological Seminary, Philadelphia, Oct. 31, E.T.S. members 
the area are encouraged attend and participate. Titles for papers should sub- 
mitted the chairman, Dr. William Paul, Shelton College, Ringwood, 


Membership applications and other communications the national office 
the Society should henceforth sent the secretary’s new address: Wheaton College 
Graduate School Theology, Wheaton, Illinois. 


